Paper On Decolonial Violence and Eco-Extremism For 2018 ASN Conference 


On September the 13th I presented this paper at the Anarchist Studies Network 
Conference, at Loughborough University. This was written to be spoken and I 
haven’t edited it to make it any more readable. 


Pessimist political theorist Jacques Camatte, whose writings after his years of being 
a Marxist theoretician influenced anarchist discourse at the time — in particular the 
anarcho-primitivist wing — stated in his work Against Domestication that - “There 
are others who believe they can fight against violence by putting forward remedies 
against aggressiveness, and so on. These people all subscribe, in a general way, to 
the proposition that each problem presupposes its own particular scientific solution. 
They are therefore essentially passive, since they take the view that the human being 
is a simple object to be manipulated. They are also completely unequipped to create 
new interhuman relationships (which is something they have in common with the 
adversaries of science); they are unable to see that a scientific solution is a capitalist 
solution, because it eliminates humans and lays open the prospect of a totally 
controlled society.” 


It seems abundantly obvious that we live amidst a great deal of violence and that 
violence and the need to end it is the dominant theme within the narrative we are 
located within. The violence of rape culture; the violence of racial and colonial 
oppression; the violence of ISIS, Islamists and the international forces against them; 
the violence of Russia, North Korea and the USA; the violence of school shootings in 
America; the violence of mass stabbings from gangs in London; of bombs, cars, guns, 
knives and penises. Many acts of violence are spoken of less; the violence of animal 
traps; the violence of chainsaws; the violence of dehabitation to develop an area, or 
to grow industrial monocultures of crops, to feed a growing population. 


Within radical discourse, particularly that of the anarchist tradition, we generally 
have somewhat of a strained relationship with violence. My wish here is to identify a 
theme within our discussions which often gets over looked — this theme is one 
regarding interiorisation and exterioisation, under the gaze of an big-Other. I will 
focus this within contemporary discourse around decolonial, anti-colonial and eco- 
extremist activities. This will also involve, in the later part of this paper, an 
ontological assertion, regarding what violence actually is. 


Last year the Chilean indigenous anti-colonial organisation Fight Of The Rebel 
Territory, in a single action, burned down 29 logging vehicles. Between January and 


May 2016 the group committed 30 similar acts of property damage, in defence of 
the land they live upon, the forests and the wildlife. Similarly, MEND, the Movement 
for the Emancipation of the Niger Delta, an armed militant organisation of loose 
cells engaged in guerrilla warfare against oil companies, have blown up pipelines, 
attacked oil fields and kidnapped oil workers, as part of their anti-colonial activities. 


As voices for the English speaking radical environmentalist and anti-colonial milieus, 
groups like Earth First! and Deep Green Resistance have spoken out in support for 
these groups, and others like them, seeking to legitimise them, within the context of 
radical discourse. This involves undergoing a process that Deleuze and Guattari 
called territorialisation, where a process of interiorisation brings these groups into 
the structure of particular machine. This brings these groups into the space of moral- 
acceptablity, within a left-wing oriented moral framework. From this, these actions, 
the activities of these groups, and similar others, become part of the narrative of left- 
wing radical politics, regarding the progress of civilisation and history. They become 
characters within the chapters preceding the “revolution” and, in a similar way to 
that being described by Camatte in the quote I stated earlier, they are viewed as 
passive objects to be scientifically manipulated. As characters within the metadrama 
they reside within, they are allocated an identity that functions entirely as a 
symbolic signifier for an Other, who stands as the parental superego, granting their 
struggles as legitimate, like God determining who is going to heaven, or rather who 
will not be thrown into the gulag, even the anarchist one, after the revolution — 
interiorised — and who will be cast into hell, or the gulag, again, even the gulag 
constructed by anarchists — exteriorised. 


This is also the case in decolonial struggles that aren’t necessarily connected to eco- 
radical struggles, such as the Palestinian struggle against the violences of Israel, 
where unarmed protestors are painted as “innocent” by pacifist Leftist organisations 
that use their struggle as a platform for their own, with the implication being that 
armed Palestinians, such as Hamas, are legitimate targets for statist colonial 
violence. 


While the organisations leaders, who might be educated in the western philosophies 
of Marxism, anarchist, etc., might embrace this ideological trajectory, I think that, in 
actuality, outside of this interiorisation, those individuals who are actively engaged 
in the actions of these organisations and similar ones; they do not care about 
progress, history, capitalism or any of that. They care about the forests, lands, 
wildlife, rivers and world that they are immersed in and live as Extensions of. 


This machinic enframing functions, in the way Heidegger describes regarding 
technology and enframing, whereby, as objects, symbols and characters of a 
technological description, they fit within the mode of human existence stated before, 
that of the left-wing ideological narrative, dehumanised, inanimate and un-animal. 


Now I want to turn to something that might seem in many ways entirely opposite, 
but I argue stems from the same narrative I have been describing here. To do this 
though, I’m going to do a short bit of history. 


Ted Kaczynski’s 17-year bombing campaign is arguably the most successful 
campaign of its type. As the Unabomber, Kaczynski sent 16 bombs, to various 
locations within the USA. It was only after the publication of his manifesto, 
Industrial Society and its Future, that his motivations became clear and he captured. 
The work is a brilliantly articulated critique of technological society, which includes 
a critique of Leftism, which I will not go into here, as it is not necessary for this and 
would take up too much space. I only acknowledge it for its relevance for what I am 
about to go into. 


Kaczynski’s influence, regarding the anti-colonial space, is particularly noteworthy, 
regarding the post-anarchist nihilist-terrorist movement called Eco-Extremism. 
Growing out of dark-net nihilist-anarchist anti-civ discussions, and almost entirely 
located within Southern and Central America, from indigenous anti-civ individuals, 
with only a few cells within Europe, this movement is one that has actively sought to 
exteriorise themselves from the left-wing narrative and machine. 


In their anti-progressive anti-meliorist activities, the group which is the most vocal 
proponent of Eco-Extremism, Individualists Tending Towards the Wild (translated 
from Spanish), ITS (as the S stands for savagery), focused their early activities on, 
like Kaczynski, bombing university institutions, such as nano-technology 
laboratories; before moving onto their famed, through moral disgust, indiscriminate 
killings, in the name of Wild Nature. 


In case you are unfamiliar with the group, Pd like to state here quotations from their 
earlier communiqués — 


1 “Civilization is collapsing and a new world will be born, through the efforts of 
anti-civilization warriors? Please! Let us see the truth, plant our feet on the ground 
and let leftism and illusions fly from our minds. The revolution has never existed, 
nor have revolutionaries; those who view themselves as “potential revolutionaries” 


and seek a “radical anti-technology shift” are truly being idealistic and irrational 
because none of that exists, in this dying world only Individual Autonomy exists and 
it is for this that we fight.” 


2 “A world without domestication, with a system stopped by the work of the 
“revolutionaries,” with Wild Nature born from the ashes of the old technological 
regime and the human species (what remains) returned to the wild, is completely 
illusory and dreamy.” 


3 “ITS shows its true face, we go to the central point, the fierce defense of Wild 
Nature (including human); we do not negotiate, we carry out our task with the 
necessary materials, without compassion and accepting the responsibility of the act. 
Our instincts make us do it, since (as we have said before) we are in favor of natural 
violence against civilized destruction.” 


The response ITS has received has been one of active exteriorisation on the part of 
leftists and moral-anarchists. The left-anarchist publication Its Going Down in 


particular spoke out against ITS, noticeably following their 29'*communiqué, where 
they claimed responsibility for the murder of a woman in a forest, and have 
demonised anarchists and westerners who include Eco-Extremism within 
discussions. Its Going Down struck ITS with the label of Eco-Fascism in one of their 
condemnations of the group, in an obvious attempt to morally demonise them, 
excluding them from the community of groups and organisations deemed acceptable 
within anarchist morality. This is, like with MEND and Fight of the Rebel Territory, 
done under the gaze of a parental superego Other, repressing that which is deemed 
morally unacceptable, from a position of moral authority, as God. This is an example 
of what Camatte described, where the leftist condemners of ITS and Eco-Extremism 
treat Eco-Extremists, those interested in Eco-Extremism and their own sympathisers 
and supporters, as objects for scientific manipulation, in a capitalistic move to 
control, to territorialise. 


The Eco-Extremist journal Regresion Magazine makes a noticeable attempt to 
exteriorise itself, in both its name and its contents. It describes itself as the antonym 
to progress, as the antithetical regressive force, placing its strategy as one of active 
Marxist style dualistic dialectics. The magazine is one that claims to actively not 
want to be read or be trying to find readers, but makes itself available to read online 
by anyone. It is actively saying “we are not one of you” and “we are not a part of 
this”, in a very similar way to how Leftists seek to exteriorise Eco-Extremism. 


From these examples I have presented, I have looked to identify that, in both 
positive and negative moral framings, through both interiorising and exteriorising 
within the narrative of progress, revolution and history, the leftist relationship 
towards anti-colonial and decolonial radical and extremist projects is one whose 
machinic structure is functionally and ideologically colonialist and racist. The left 
does not accept or condemn the actions of indigenous and anti-civ groups simply on 
their own terms, but layers it with the symbology of its own ideological design. As 
well as this, the decolonial movement has become so much a part of the Leftist 
machine, that, in the case of Eco-Extremists, indigenous peoples are moving away 
from the struggle. 


At this point I feel to move to somewhere slightly different to where we have been 
for the bulk of this, though not straying too far away. I frame this in geographical 
place, rather than historical time, because what I am moving to is neither historically 
progressive nor reactionary, or regressive, whichever term you prefer, but 
metaphysically presentist, in an egoist and phenomenologically immediatist sense. 
Karl Popper stated in his work The Open Society and Its Enemies, where he critiques 
the teleological historicism of Hegel, Marx and similar thinkers as being 
fundamentally totalitarian, “History has no meaning”— a proposition undoubtedly 
disagreeable to anyone who embraces Leftist political positions, but this is the 
sentiment I wish to move forward from. 


This is the matter of destruction, which I will later differentiate from violence. Now, 
when I look outwards from myself at what post-anarchist discourse and action 
means now, in this present moment, as we find ourselves in systematic crisis, 
ecological collapse and amidst so much violence, it seems to me that we can really 
only being talking about ontology. I am not meaning that we are talking about and 
can only talk about vague and abstract concepts, but rather that at the root of our 
discourses and that if we are honest about our discussions we are talking about 
psycho-ontics, social-ontics, eco-ontics, about Realities and about the Real — I am 
delving here, through bringing ontics in alongside ontology, into the world of Things 
(capital T) and reification (using the term equally in the sense meant by good old 
Commie Marx and the sense of the fallacy of concretism, also know as 
hypostatization). 


These ontological discussions might often be framed within Symbolic theatres of 
ideologies, interiorising and exteriorising, in processes of territorialisation. But 
underneath this clothing, the bare-naked flesh of our discourse, lives and selves, is 


ontological. We are, in many ways, all practicing ontological anarchists. 


From this, I make this assertion, that the ontological anarchist project is one of 
active destruction, in the Heideggerian sense (with the k replacing the c) — I like to 
borrow Discordian philosopher Robert Anton Wilson’s term guerrilla ontology for 
this. As Heidegger found, destruction is a presentist task and doesn’t fit into normal 
categories of positive-negative, being nihilistically amoral and not positioned within 
the past. Being non-dualistically positive or negative, destruction here is a radically 
monist force, in the way collectivist-anarchist Bakunin suggests when he stated “the 
passion for destruction is also a creative passion”— immediate; unlike the gnostic 
traditions of left-wing revolutionary ideology, where both theory and practice retain 
an esoteric dualism, towards objects that can be manipulated scientifically. 


Even more than as an anti-political practice, I assert that the actual objectless 
creative-destruction of Being is the process of becoming that is happening always. 
Civilisation and history, in this sense, are attempts to halt this process and create, 
through Symbolic reification, a social ontology of structured-absolute space — the 
construction of territories, of objects with interiors and exteriors, of nature and the 
space that is outside of nature (civilisation), of sets and categories; a theatre of 
phantasms, technologically inauthentic, in the sense Heidegger argues, attempting 
to repress the relationality of Being, as temporally extended unfoldings, or rather the 
happening of life as the open space of possibility. Civilisation, in order to continue 
the machinery of its functioning, must restrict, through colonisation, morality, etc., 
the open space of possibility, through interiorisation and exteriorisation aimed 
towards a totalitarian narrative, with one directed pathway. 


Now, in one sense what I, as someone from the anti-civ world, am saying here is 
that we should do away with sets, categories, territories, interiors, exteriors, 
inclusion, exclusion, objects, symbols and other technological phantasms, but this 
seems unlikely at this present time to lead to much. So, alongside this, I wish to 
make another assertion for us as individuals, or rather as singularities, involved in 
the decolonial and anti-colonial projects of deterritorialisation; that we radically 
embrace the notion of monism-as-pluralism; not to interiorise the cartography of 
radical space in a new way to the one we now do. Rather, to leave the situation as 
messy and to not judge the mess through moral condemnation, and not fit events 
within the structures of left-wing ideology, but to leave it all in the open space of 
possibility. Perhaps this could be considered the eco-anarchist equivalent of 
Bergson’s liberal notion of the open society — though also, perhaps not. If, though, 
we are dealing with ontological processes, I suggest we consider our perceptions of 


reality, as space and time, in the way the mathematician Poincare suggests in his 
philosophy of geometry; as having been born out of intuitions, which became tied to 
normative conventions rather than facts. 


This is obviously a very uncomfortable idea I am asserting, as it leaves open basically 
everything, but if we are going to decolonised the structurally racist psychic-space of 
anti-colonial politics, then we are left with this space of discomfort, where we are 
having to acknowledge without morally categorising, in an anti-political sense. 


Finally, I also wish to make an ontical assertion here, for the purposes of discourse, 
that much of what gets categorised as violence by anti-colonial and eco-radical 
groups is not violence, with violence being a reified object of civilisation, signifying 
violation. Rather what is often in this way categorised as violence is actually an 
embrace of wild non-ontical acosmic ontological creative-destruction. Violation, in 
this way, seems to be the basic machinic functioning of civilisation — flipping ITS’s 
assertion of nature being violent and civilisation being destructive. The object of 
civilisation is the object of violence. This is not to seek to legitimise those actions I 
am describing as destructive rather than violent, but to differentiate for the purposes 
of post-anarchist praxis. 


To violate is to interrupt the flow of a space and to create a blockage, like a dam 
blocking a river, like a military coming to interrupt the everyday life of a 
community, like a penis forcing its way into somewhere through rape. Destruction is 
a creative aspect of the actualising-becoming-temporal processes of space that is 
Being. Destruction is the opening up of space. 


To decolonise is to destroy the colonial production-narrative that is this culture. Lets 
deterritorialise, without reterritorialising, and not judge what grows out of the open 
space. Lets leave things open and not treat the world as an object for our 
manipulation. Lets not try to be God and lets destroy totalitarianism. Lets live free 
from interiors and exteriors, from inclusion and exclusion. Lets actually do no 
borders and no boundaries, and be anarchists embracing anarchy. Poincare said 
“Geometry is not true, it is advantageous”, but this does not go far enough - 
geometry isn’t true, but it can be adventurous! 


This goes further than just the decolonial space obviously, as it includes the spaces 
of anti-patriarchy, radical environmentalism and anti-state theory and practice, as 
these also could do with deconstructing their territories and embrace the ontological 
notion of monism = pluralism — but there is not space in this essay to include these 


struggles. 


Id like to end this with this quote from autonomous-Marxist philosopher Agamben — 
“What had to remain in the collective unconscious as a monstrous hybrid of human 
and animal, divided between the forest and the city — the werewolf — is, therefore, in 
its origin the figure of the man who has been banned from the city. That such a man 
is defined as a wolf-man and not simply as a wolf ... is decisive here. The life of the 
bandit, like that of the sacred man, is not a piece of animal nature without any 
relation to law and the city. It is, rather, a threshold of indistinction and of passage 
be-tween animal and man, physis and nomos, exclusion and inclusion: the life of the 
bandit is the life of the loup garou, the werewolf, who is precisely neither man nor 
beast, and who dwells paradoxically within both while belonging to neither.” 


Julian Langer. 


